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Call to Order 
In the absence of a quorum, it was agreed to begin the meeting at 9:30 a.m. 
on an informal basis and until such time as a quorum has materialized, to 


deal only with those agenda items which did not require a vote. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Concerning the Agenda, Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the "Closed 
Session", which would be held part way through the meeting rather than at 
the beginning, as was the usual practice. He explained that this would allow 
Senate to deal with some matters of priority business, which would be more 
conveniently dealt with at this point in the meeting. 


He also drew Senate's attention to the item on Competence in Written 
Expression which was listed under "Outstanding and Forthcoming Items", 
on page 3 of the Agenda. He advised that the Report on Competence in 
Written Expression has been completed, but it appeared to the Steering 
Committee that this might not be the most appropriate meeting at which to 
debate the issue. He explained that given the question marks around next 
year's budget at the moment, it seemed to the Steering Committee that it 
might be best to deal with this matter in the Fall. 


Quorum was announced at 9:40 a.m., and it was agreed to revert to item II, 
on the Agenda. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KIRPALANI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
RIPSTEIN, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
MAY 1, 1981, BE APPROVED. 
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- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks (cont'd) 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, as requested, Mr. Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, 
Administration and Finance, was at the meeting to report to Senate on 
developments in connection with the Student Information System. He also 
suggested that, although it was not yet June 1, Mr. Martin might wish to 
say a few words about how his Task Force was progressing in making their 
recommendations on budget reductions. 


Mr. Martin explained that because of the pressures resulting from the work 
of the Special Budget Committee over the past few months, he was not able 
to put together as much material as he had hoped for this meeting, insofar as 
the Student Information System was concerned. Consequently, his report 
would be very brief and very general. 


He advised that work on the Student Information System was progressing 
steadily on several different fronts. The various task forces which he had 
mentioned at Senate early last Fall, have been presenting their reports and 
certain of the reports and the recommendations were already being 
implemented, particularly those which were of an administrative nature. 
Some recommendations have already been discussed at U.C.C.C. and 
others will be discussed at U.C.C.C. and elsewhere, over the coming 
months. On this front, work was coming along very smoothly, although 
perhaps a bit slower than had been expected. 


On the computer side, plans to rewrite the programmes and to move 
towards an on-line records system, have been developed. These were 
presented to a large group of people at the end of April, 1981. In general, 
the Computer Center and the related individuals working on this, were now 
much further along insofar as the development of detailed plans was 
concerned and work was progressing steadily. 


On the organizational side, Mr. Martin stated that some discussions have 
taken place over the possible reorganization of various departments and 
groups, such as S.T.U.D.A.S., Institutional Research, etc. He further 
stated that, primarily due to himself rather than to anyone else, this was the 
area in which probably the least amount of progress has been made. He 
explained that this was the area that he personally wanted to intervene in but 
had just not had the time over the past couple of months to do so. 


In summary, he stated that things were moving fairly well, although 
perhaps a bit slower than had been expected, and over the next little while 
we could expect to see some improvements. In the longer run, that is, in the 
next one and a half to two years, we should see ourselves moving towards 
an on-line system, with various changes in the bits and pieces that go with 
that, including some changes in the existing regulations and procedures to 
help tidy up the non-computer aspects of the problem. 
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In answer to a question, Mr. Martin advised that systems in use at other 
universities have been looked at, as well as purchase systems, but given the 
Concordia uniqueness, the cost of conversion and adaption would be as 
great as developing our own system. 


In response to another question concerning the possibility of locating 
computer terminals in departmental offices, Mr. Martin advised that the 
proposal presently being worked on would have such a set-up at the Faculty 
level, rather than departmental level. He explained that the problem with 
having terminals in every department was that, while it would allow grades 
to be expeditiously fed into the computer, it would also allow an individual 
to expeditiously change grades. Consequently he did not really see the 
possibility of implementing such a system much below the Faculty or 
Divisional level in the forseeable future. 


It was wondered whether the implementation of an on-line system, 
particularly for the registration process, would result in a curtailment of 
student choice. 


Mr. Martin advised that at the moment on two or three fronts, there was the 
likelihood of some curtailment of the flexibility options that now exist. 
Citing the course change procedure as an example, he stated that the 
proposals that have come forward, ranged from a total ban on all course 
changes, to the opposite extreme of allowing maximum flexibility. The task 
force was considering some middle of the road proposals,- including the 
possibility of establishing a course change fee, in order to try and cut down 
on the volume of course changes. He further advised that he did not expect 
that the specifics of the proposed changes to the whole process would be 
available much before September or October, although there were some 
changes that might appear before that. 


Concerning the Budget Task Force, Mr. Martin advised that the Committee 
was moving into the home stretch and all that remained to be done was to 
write the report. He stated that everything had worked out as well as he had 
hoped that it would, although the process had been somewhat long and 
arduous, involving four or five half day sessions every week for the last 
two months. 


He further advised that the review in detail was now basically complete, that 
the overall objective has been achieved, and that the Task Force would be 
presenting a list that would total the requisite amount of money, i.e., three 
million dollars. He stated that while the types of changes which would be 
recommended would certainly create hardships and some changes in the 
University, in his opinion the changes would not basically damage the 
University's operation and the essence and basic academic quality would 
still be there. He was hopeful that the list would be available within the next 
week. 
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Question Period 


It was stated that it has been reported in the media that the Quebec 
government was going to eliminate mandatory retirement at age 65, with 
June 19, 1981, indicated as the effective date of implementation. It was 
wondered whether the legislation would apply to the University and if so, 
whether the University would make allowance for people who would be 
forced to retire as of June 1, 1981. 


In response to the above, Senate was advised that the expectation was that 
the law would apply to the University. It was further stated that there were 
no plans for retroactive application of the law and the University would 
respect the law as of the date that it comes into effect. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the Computer Science Sub-Committee which 
had been established by Senate earlier in the year, was now functioning. 
The Sub-Committee has held three meetings and has established an 
inventory of courses in this area. In addition, the Committee has already 
looked at one specific case of a new course coming forward and planned to 
meet with the department chairmen involved, in the Fall, in order to find out 
what their plans were. The Committee hoped to establish an image for itself 
as a body more inclined towards encouraging development in this area 
rather than as a policing body. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DUBAS, THAT THE FACULTY APPOINTMENTS TO THE SENATE 
LIBRARY COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


On behalf of the Steering Committee, Dr. O'Brien presented the proposed 
faculty appointments to four Advisory Search Committees which have been 
set up by the Board of Governors. 


With respect to the Advisory Search Committee, Dean, Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, Dr. O'Brien advised that there were 
two appointments to be made by Senate but it had not been possible to 
contact one of the appointees in advance of this meeting. Consequently, a 
second name would be presented to Senate at a future meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RUSSELL, SECONDED BY MR. REVAY, 
THAT THE FACULTY APPOINTMENTS TO THE ADVISORY 
SEARCH COMMITTEES FOR VICERECTOR ACADEMIC FOR ARTS 
AND SCIENCE; DEAN, FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND 
COMPUTER SCIENCE; DEAN, DIVISION II, AND DEAN, DIVISION 
INJACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D2), 
BE APPROVED. 
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- MOTION CARRIED - 


Graduate Programme Proposal 


Dean French advised that the Ph.D. programme in European Studies, 
(document US-81-5-D3), was a proposal from the Interuniversity Centre 
for European Studies, which is the joint venture of the university of Quebec 
in Montreal and Concordia University, with some types of contribution 
from the other Montreal Universities. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCKEEN, THAT THE PROPOSED PH.D. PROGRAMME IN 
EUROPEAN STUDIES, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D3), BE APPROVED 
IN THE LIGHT OF THE REPORTS FROM THE BOARD OF 
GRADUATE STUDIES, U.C.C.C., AND THE PRIORITIES AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION COMMIT-LEE, (DOCUMENTS 
US-81-5-D3, US-81-5-D4, AND US-81-5-D5), FOR FORWARDING TO 
THE COMITE CONJOINT DES PROGRAMMES. 


Dr. Breen advised that the possibility of developing a joint programme goes 
back many years, but it only became a reality a little over a year ago’. He 
was not too aware of its development until the final stages, when the dossier 
was prepared for submission. He explained that at that particular moment a 
decision had to be taken as to which route should be followed with respect 
to the evaluation of the proposal. That is, whether we should follow the 
usual route of the other universities in Quebec, or whether we should follow 
the U.Q.A.M. route, which is quite different. Without prejudice to any 
future decisions that would be taken in similar types of programmes, it was 
decided to go the U.Q.A.M. route, because the Centre is housed on the 
U.Q.A.M. Campus. 


Dr. Breen further advised that the Curriculum Committee of the Faculty of 
Arts and Science received the dossier, but had certain reservations-which it 
brought to the attention of the Director of the Centre. ' As it happened, 
several of the reservations were the same as those which were later raised 
by the external evaluator. The Director of the Centre and the members of the 
committee responsible for the development of the programme have taken 
these into account and have. revised the submission accordingly. He stated 
that everyone that he has spoken to, agreed that this was a very important 
venture and he emphasized that the Ministry of Education was anxious that 
if there were going to be any new programmes, they should be joint 
ventures and not just programmes presented by a single university. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented the Report from the University Curriculum 
Committee, (document US-81-5-D4), which was recommending that the 
programme be approved for forwarding to the Joint Programmes Committee 
of the Council of Universities. 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the Report from the Priorities and 
Resource Allocation Committee, (document US-81-5-D5). 


81-5-13 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of funds not being made 
available for mounting the programme, Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
standard policy was that there was no commitment to mount the programme 
and that a decision would have to be made at that later time, in the light of 
circumstances as they may be. In the past, it has been decided in certain 
cases to go ahead by finding our own funds and in other cases it has been 
decided to postpone implementing a programme. Admittedly, in this case, 
such a decision would be more complicated than usual, because it would 
involve not only Concordia but U.Q.A.M. as well. If we were to go 
forward and U.Q.A.M. did not, or vice-versa, that presumably would be a 
situation that would have to be worked out. He doubted that there was any 
very practical way of trying to lay down the rules and work that situation 
out in advance. Rather, it was the kind of situation that we would have to 
face and struggle with, if it should turn out that way. 


Concern was voiced over the admissions requirement of an M.A. degree in 
a relevant field, as indicated on page 1, Appendix 1, document 
US-81-5-D3, which, it was felt, was too narrow a requirement, particularly 
in light of item B.6. of the Report from the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee, (document US-81-5-D5), which states that "... It is 
important that it not be seen as being restricted to history - on the contrary, it 
is essential that the use of additional resources, once assured, be 
broad-based." It was suggested the admissions requirement be changed to 
"a Masters degree in a relevant-discipline.11, thereby making someone with 
an M.B.A. or an M.Sc. in Economics, eligible for admission to the 
programme. 


Senate was advised that the conditions for admission to the programme state 
that the candidate should have a Masters degree in the area of social science, 
or equivalent. That is, the conditions for admission were already fairly 
broad-based. It was also explained that the intention was that there should 
be four main disciplines which would be attracted by the programmes. 
These were history, political science, social science, and economics. Also, 
as with any graduate programme, there was always the question of looking 
at individual dossiers to see whether candidates might be able to take the 
necessary courses to make up whatever was lacking in their background, 
before entering the programme. Specifically, with respect to someone with 
an M.B.A. degree, it was stated that the candidate should be able to get into 
the programme, if it was considered that he or she had enough interest in 
European Studies. Presumably, the individual would be required to take a 
certain number of courses if it was felt that he or she did not have the 
necessary background, just to make sure that the candidate was able to enter 
the programme at the same level as everyone else. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


New Undergraduate Programme Proposals 


Prof. T. Gray presented the new undergraduate programme proposals from 
the Faculty of Arts and Science, (document US-81-5-D6). He advised that 
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the programmes involved were from Classics, History, Mathematics and 
Religion and with the exception of the proposed Specialization in Actuarial 
Mathematics, where the budgetary implications were specified in various 
other reports) there were assumed to be no resource implications for the 
mounting of these new programmes. 


Prof. Gray Advised that in each case, there was a recommendation from 
U.C.C.C., (document US-81-5-D7), and the Priorities and Resource 
Allocation Committee, (document US-81-5-D5), and with the exception of 
the proposed minor in Classical Archaeology, the recommendations from 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council were. not at variance with the reports 
from those two Committees. He. proposed that Senate deal first with those 
proposals where there was no disagreement among the various bodies. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCKEEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DUBAS, THAT THE CURRICULUM PROPOSALSYROM THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, WITH THE EXCEPTION OF 
THE'MINOR IN-CLASSICAL ARCHAEOLOGY, CDOCUMENT 
US-81-5-DG), BY APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the report from the University 
Curriculum Coordinating Committee, (document US-81-5-D7). 


Concerning the report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, (document US-81-5-D5), Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
Committee found, that there was a resource implication only in the case of 
the proposed Specialization in Actuarial Mathematics. Even in that case, the 
resource requirements are quite small and indeed smaller than what they 
may appear to be upon reading the actual proposal. He noted that It was 
desirable that there by an actuarial room, which has s-pace implications, but 
in the opinion of the Committee, this was a perfectly legitimate proposal, 
which would simply have to take its chance in the annual search for space at 
the right-moment. If space can be provided, well and good, but if not; while 
that would be unfortunate, the programme would not fall in consequence. 
He further advised that the Department would like to have an additional 
full-time faculty member, but likewise, this was not a necessary condition 
for the programme, because the small number of new courses being 
proposed, could, if necessary, be taught by part-time instructors, who 
would be obtainable from the industry. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROFESSOR 
MCKEEN THAT THE PROPOSED MINOR IN CLASSICAL 
ARCHAEOLOGY, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D6), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that U.C.C.C. has examined the proposal in the 
light of the fact that there already exists a Minor in Archaeology in the 
Faculty of Fine Arts and the feeling of the Committee was that, although 
there has been a certain amount of discussion between the two jurisdictions, 
the matter could perhaps be pursued a little further be-fore the programme is 


actually approved. This was not so much by way of a desire to restrain or 
restrict anything, but rather because there were obviously areas in the 
University where there was expertise in archaeology and it would seem 
appropriate to make the best use of that expertise. So far, the discussions 
that have taken place have not convinced U.C.C.C. that there was not 
something more that could be gained by further investigation. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the purpose for bringing new programme 
proposals forward at this time, was to make the University aware of 
commitments that would likely be required, but even more so, to make it 
possible to include the new programmes in the publicity material which the 
Liaison Office produces in the Summer. Consequently, the recommendation 
that the proposal for a Minor in Classical Archaeology be tabled until the 
Fall, would not exclude the programme from being offered in 1982/83, 
should the results of further negotiations be satisfactory. 


Concerning the report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, Dr. O'Brien advised that the Committee had met while 
discussions between the concerned Departments were still under way. The 
Committee was assured that, come what may, the implementation of the 
programme would not involve additional resources, and it was essentially 
on that basis that the Committee had recommended approval of the 
programme (item 2.3, page 3. document US-81-5-D5). He pointed out that 
the Committee did not particularly concern itself with the question of 
coordination between the two Faculties and really did not address, one way 
or the other, the considerations raised by U.C.C.C. He further stated that he 
doubted that the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee would be 
prepared to make a recommendation in this area, if new resources were 
needed at this time and he emphasized again that the recommendation for 
approval was based on the clear understanding that no additional resources 
would be required. 


It was wondered whether the intention of the U.C.C.C. recommendation, 
(item 2.5, page 2, document US-81-5-D7), was that a new programme in 
Classical Archaeology be developed, which would make the best use of 
resources in both areas, or was what was being talked about, a Minor in 
Archaeology. 


In response to the above, Prof. Whitelaw stated that that was what would be 
worked out during the Simmer. He further stated that the suggestion was 
that it be an interdepartmental programme, but it may well be that that would 
not prove to be feasible. At the same time, he advised that he did not 
personally see this as a sine qua non part of the U.C.C.C. recommendation 
and the final decision could range anywhere from acceptance of the proposal 
as presented, to the possibility of having two separate programmes, but 
with a certain amount of recognition of courses for one or other of the 
programmes. 


It was stated that one would be a bit more comfortable if Prof. Whitelaw 
would agree to chair such a special sub-committee, to be composed of 


himself and the two Deans concerned, with whatever resource persons they 
may wish to bring along. 


It was suggested that perhaps the people in Art History in the Faculty of 
Fine Arts and the people in the Classics Department in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, who were already involved, could continue to discuss the 
matter and then present a draft document directly to Prof. Whitelaw for his 
comments. 


It was argued that it would be preferable to have Prof. Whitelaw chair a 
committee, which would consist of the two Deans involved, along with the 
appropriate resource people. Prof. Whitelaw would have a clear idea of 
what the situation was, which he could then present to U.C.C.C. 


The feeling was expressed that the people who were primarily interested in 
the establishment of such a programme should be involved, because it was 
their responsibility to come up with something that is concrete, well worked 
out, and agreed upon. 


It was stated that the two groups referred to, that is those people from Art 
History and from the Classics Department, might accomplish more if 
someone was mediating who was very familiar with the curriculum reality 
of the University. If not Prof. Whitelaw, perhaps the Assistant Deans for 
Curriculum from the two Faculties involved, might become members of the 
suggested committee if they were not already members of the committee. 


It was pointed out that the usual route for submissions was the route that 
has just been suggested. However, in the case of an interfaculty 
submission, it would be very difficult to determine to which Faculty 
curriculum committee, courses in the programme should be submitted. It 
was further suggested that discussion at the level of the Assistant Deans 
would not be useful. Rather, the people in Art History and the Classics 
Department, are the ones who should be brought together to produce a joint 
document which could then be presented to both Faculty curriculum 
committees. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that he would be prepared to act as a mediator, 
arbitrator, plenipotentiary, or task force of one, with a mandate to consult 
with the people involved, if that was the wish of Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT THE PROPOSED MINOR IN CLASSICAL 
ARCHAEOLOGY, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D6), BE TABLED, 
PENDING AN INVESTIGATION OF THE SITUATION BY AN 
APPROPRIATE INDIVIDUAL, IN CONSULTATION WITH THE 
INTERESTED PARTIES. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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It was noted that the sense of the above resolution was that the "appropriate 
individual" would be Prof. Whitelaw and that the "interested parties" would 
be those people to be-identified by the "appropriate individual". 


It was noted that there was an additional recommendation in the presentation 
from the Faculty of Arts and Science, concerning the discontinuance of a 
number of programmes, (page 5, document US-81-5-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE PROPOSAL FROM THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE 
SCHOLARS PROGRAMME AND THE ASIAN AND THIRD WORLD 
STUDIES PROGRAMMES BE DISCONTINUED, (page 5, document 
US-81-5-D6), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Proposal for a Special Senate Meeting 


With respect to the proposal from the Steering Committee concerning a 
Special Meeting of Senate, Dr. O'Brien advised that subsequent to the 
printing of document US-81-5-D8, the Steering Committee, in the light of 
further information, has revised the proposed date of the meeting, from 
Friday, June 12, to Thursday, June 18, 1981. The proposal now was that 
the meeting be held at 2:30 p.m. Thursday, June 18, 1981, in room 
AD-128, Loyola Campus. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the recommendation was being made despite the 
motion to the contrary at the last Senate meeting, because it was evident that 
the matter of the Budget Task Force Report, or related matters, was being 
discussed in any case in various Faculty Councils and it seemed that it 
would be somewhat regrettable if, in those circumstances, Senate, as the 
senior academic body, should not assemble to discuss the matter. 


Dr. O'Brien also advised that there was one report from the Senate Appeals 
Committee which would not be considered at today's meeting. However, it 
would be appropriate to deal with that report sometime before September 
and if Senate were to approve the recommendation from the Steering 
Committee that there be a special meeting in June, Dr. O'Brien proposed 
that the matter be added to the agenda for that meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, SECONDED BY MR. REVAY, 
THAT THE PROPOSAL FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE 
CONCERNING A SPECIAL MEETING OF SENATE TO BE HELD ON 
THURSDAY, JUNE 18, 1981 (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D8, AS 
CHANGED), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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OPEN SESSION 


Interim Report from the Committee on the Processing of Student 
Applications and Appeals 


In presenting the Interim Report from the Committee on the Processing of 
Student Applications and Appeals, (document US-81-5-D12), Dr. Daniel 
explained that the recommendations were aimed at clarifying definitions and 
procedures and ensuring proper attention to serious 'requests for 
re-evaluation. He drew Senate's attention to the areas which the Committee 
was reviewing, which were listed on page | of the Report.- He explained 
that the feeling was that since the Committee had completed its work on 
cheating and plagiarism and academic re-evaluation, there was every 
advantage in presenting their recommendations on those items to Senate 
now for action. The Committee of course, would continue to discuss the 
other issues, which would take somewhat longer to complete, particularly 
those items dealing with student requests, appeals to Senate, and student 
rights in applications and appeals. He stated however that he did not think 
that the discussions on the outstanding items would impact on the 
recommendations contained in the Interim Report, relating to the first two 
issues. He explained and commented briefly on the changes which were 
being recommended by the Committee in the areas of cheating and 
plagiarism, and academic re-evaluation. 


With respect to the proposed changes to section 16.3.9, item II.1., in the 
Undergraduate Calendar, (page 1, document US-81-5-D12) concern was 
expressed over the phrase "It may include:", it being stated that the use of 
the word "may" would lead to the natural assumption that it "may not" 
include the following. It was suggested that the phrase be changed to read 
"It includes at least the following". 


Concern was voiced over item II.1.b), the feeling being expressed that it 
should be clearly stated in the regulation that the unauthorized material 
referred to was material relating either to a course or to the particular 
examination. 


It was stated that the above concern really underscored the reason for using 
the word "may" in item II.1. The proposed change in item II. I. b), could 
well lead to a situation in the future whereby an Appeals Committee would 
have to decide whether or not a particular memory stored in a programmable 
calculator was unauthorized material and it was argued that the use of the 
word | 1may" in item IL1., would give the Appeals Committee the necessary 
flexibility to deal with a situation which, in the opinion of the members, was 
a case of an honest mistake, rather than having a committee that has to 
simply establish that the piece of paper in question was in the room with the 
student while the examination was being written. Also, while in some ways 
this would put more onus on the Appeals Committee, at the same time it 
would add a certain element of justice which has been lacking in the 
procedures up to this point, which was the ability to intelligently decide 
whether or not something was really relevant, dishonest or deceptive. 


With respect to item II.1,b), concerning "possession of etc., Senate was 
advised that one of the recommendations of the Committee, apart from 
calendar changes, was that the procedures during examinations for making 
it clear to students what cheating consisted of, be beefed up so that no one 
would be in any doubt that to walk into an examination room with books, 
etc., was going to cause problems. 


Concern was voiced over the word "script" in item II.1.b), which was taken 
to mean film script. It was suggested that perhaps it should be changed to 
"manuscript" or "typed manuscript”. 


It was stated that one was inclined to think that it would be much easier for 
Senate if the "may" was not included in item ILI. , thereby making the 
regulation an absolute, in that cheating consisted of simple possession. On 
the other hand, one could think of some silly situations that we could get 
into by eliminating the "may". For example, the simple possession of a 
blank piece of paper would be clear, unambiguous grounds on which to 
base a charge of cheating, which it was argued, would be absurd. To avoid 
such situations, it was argued that the "may" should remain in the 
regulation. 


It was stated that the difference between what was being proposed and what 
has been the practice up to this point, was that by including the "may", it 
would require that the committee must establish the link between the series 
of examples listed under item II.1., and a dishonest and deceptive practice. It 
was argued that in the past, the situation was clear cut, but what was being 
proposed would make it incumbent on the Appeals Committee, in 
presenting its report to Senate, to really prove beyond doubt that the things 
listed under item II.1., were dishonest and deceptive practices. 


It was further argued that the inclusion of the word "may" would mean that 
a decision could not be based on possession alone, because it will always 
come down to a question of the word of the student against the word of the 
invigilator and if possession alone is not sufficient, there was no way to 
prove that the student has cheated, unless everything that has happened has 
been filmed with a camera. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien advised that the discussion so far has 
been largely on the pros and cons of the word "may" in item II]. Ata 
certain point he would ask for a motion to approve the changes to the 
Regulations, as set out in document US-81-5-D12 and it would then be 
possible for specific amendments to that general motion to be made by those 
who wished to do so. In the meantime he suggested that if there were any 
other issues in the document which Senators might wish to raise, it would 
be useful to discuss them at this point. 


Concerning item 11.2. of the Academic Re-evaluation Regulations, (page 7, 
document US-81-5-D12), it was argued that if the proposed $15.00 fee was 
supposed to act as a deterrent, it should only be reimbursed in the case of a 
grade being raised. That is, the fee should not be reimbursed if the 
application results in a grade being lowered. 


In response to a suggestion that the phrasing of item II.1.c), of the 
Regulations Regarding Cheating, should be broadened to include such 
things as communicating in a foreign language, it was argued that that 
whenever that regulation was used, it would be assumed that 
"communicating" would be taken to include all forms of communication, 
including sign language, foreign languages, etc., etc. 


It was stated that item 11.5., of the Academic Re-evaluation Regulations, 
(page 7, document US-81-5-D12), required an inordinate amount of work 
on the part of the department chairman, particularly with respect to filling 
out numerous forms, appointing someone to carry out the re-evaluation and 
communicating with everyone involved, and it was suggested that the 
regulation should be changed to allow some latitude for interpretation and 
discretion on the part of the chairman. otherwise, by allowing this 
bureaucratic system to proceed, we were creating unnecessary work in 
many cases. 


It was pointed out that presently in the Faculty of Arts and Science there 
was a single committee established to hear cheating charges and also that 
there was only one Dean who had Faculty-wide responsibility for the 
academic regulations. Consequently, it was suggested that the phrase "or 
Division" in item 11.7., (page 2, document US-81-5-D12), be deleted. 


It was stated that while one could sympathize with the concern expressed 
over the excessive paper work which the procedures required from the 
departmental chairmen, nonetheless, it was argued that given the 
tremendous level of procedural inconsistencies which have been 
experienced in dealing with Senate Appeals, one could see no other way to 
ensure that the basic students rights were protected and that the work has 
been properly done, other than by retaining the volume of paper work 
presently required by the procedures. 


With respect to item 11.19., (page 4, document US-~81-5-D12), the feeling 
was expressed that in arranging for a second examination, the instructor of 
the course should be included in the consultation process, along with the 
Dean, the Registrar, and the student. 


Dr. Daniel advised that he would have no difficulty with the idea of 
including the professor in the consultation process referred to in item 
II.19.,Cpage 4, document US-81-5-D12). 


Concerning item 11.6., (page 2, document US-81-5-D12), it was suggested 
that the professor should be involved in deciding whether or not it was 
appropriate to lay a charge of cheating. 


In response to the above, it was explained that that was not signaled either 
by the Registrar or the members of the Committee as a problem that required 
attention and consequently the text of item 11.6., remained unchanged. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that some of the points that have been raised, which 
will be included in the minutes, should be referred back to the Committee so 
that the Committee could present a further report, either taking them into 
account or not, as it judges fit, rather than Senate attempting to put through 
a whole series of amendments of this kind. Also, it should be recognized 
that we would not have a perfect set of regulations by virtue of adopting 
what was proposed in document US-81-5-D12 and there might well be 
room for improvement. However, what was before Senate at this meeting 
was, as a matter of some urgency, the suggestion that these particular 
changes should be made and he proposed that the other suggestions that 
have been made and others that might still be made, be referred to the 
Committee for a possible second round of amendments, as they see fit. 


It was noted that the phrase "Dean of the Faculty" was used repeatedly 
throughout the document and it was wondered whether the practice of 
delegating the particular function to a specific person, such as the Associate 
Dean for Student Affairs as was the case in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, could be legally challenged. It was suggested that 
somewhere in the regulations it should be stated that the Dean of the Faculty 
has the right to delegate the various functions to a specific person. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there was a section somewhere in the Calendar that 
was meant to approach the problem referred to above, but he was not certain 
as to whether or not it was broad enough to cover the particular situation in 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. Again he suggested that this 
was something that the Committee could look into. 


It was suggested that the phrase "It may include:", in item IL.1., (page 1, 
document US-81-5-D12), be changed to "It normally includes:", it being 
argued that any legislation that states that certain things may or may not be 
allowed, was not, in fact, a legislation. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE REGULATIONS 
REGARDING CHEATING AND PLAGIARISM, AND ACADEMIC 
RE-EVALUATION, AS SET OUT IN DOCUMENT US-81-5-D12, BE 
APPROVED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MORRIS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. STELCNER, THAT THE PHRASE "IT MAY INCLUDE:", IN 
ITEM IL.1., (PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-81-5-D12), BE CHANGED TO 
"IT NORMALLY INCLUDES". 


It was stated that the reason for the amendment was to clarify for future 
Senate Appeals Committees, what Senate's intention was with respect to the 
regulation in question. It was explained that the amendment would make it 
clear that "normally" possession was an offense and that extenuating 
circumstances would be required for possession not to be an offense. On 
the other hand, the word "may" would not make Senate's intention clear at 
all. 


It was stated that one of the things that the Committee on the Processing of 
Student Applications and Appeals was concerned with was the problem of 
inconsistency in the interpretation and application of the regulation which, it 
was argued, was not something that could be grammatically solved. It was 
also stated that that was a separate issue and one would much rather deal 
with it as a separate issue. 


It was suggested that the introductory paragraph, (item II.1., page 1, 
document US-81-5-D12), should be changed to read "Unless extenuating 
circumstances exist, cheating means any dishonest or deceptive practice 
relating to an examination. It includes:" etc., etc. 


Another suggestion was that the phrase "It may include:", be replaced by the 
statement - "It covers such items, where relevant, as:". 


It was argued that the above suggested phrase would create a problem for 
the Appeals Committee, in that the Committee would be forced to fully 
establish the total relevance of the unauthorized-material. 


It was stated that the regulation either had to be rock solid or vague and in 
the opinion of the Committee on the Processing of Student Applications and 
Appeals, a regulation that was rock solid was unenforceable in practice, 
because the invigilators would not be prepared to make cheating accusations 
in those instances where there did not seem to be a dishonest or deceptive 
practice. It was also argued that if one considers the route that the 
Committee has gone and accepts the idea that therefore we need to have a 
slightly different statement, it really does not make a whole lot of difference 
whether one talks about "normally", "extenuating circumstances” or 
"relative considerations", etc. Also, the formulation being proposed by the 
Committee was as near to the exact truth as anything. That is, the statement 
that a dishonest or deceptive practice in an examination may include 
possession of a book, was a statement that was objectively true. It was 
further stated that if the purpose of the exercise was to make the life of the 
Appeals Committee easier, one did not think that other formulations of the 
regulation would really represent an improvement over the wording being 
proposed by the Committee. 


Arguing in support of the proposed amendment, it was pointed out that it 
was not only the Appeals Committee that would have to wrestle with the 
problem of interpreting the regulation, but also the students in reading the 
regulation and the invigilators and staff of the Registrar's Office, in trying to 
work with it. The word "may" could be open to at least six levels of 
interpretation, whereas the proposed amendment would suggest to a student 
that bringing a book or script into the examination would not be a normal 
practice. The feeling was also expressed that using the phrase "normally 
includes", would have a deterrent effect. 


It was stated that one person who was definitely going to have to live with 
the regulation was the Registrar, and it was argued that the issue in question 
was debated at length in the Committee itself and a consensus was reached, 
with the Registrar present as a member of the Committee. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, SECONDED 
BY PROF. KIRPALANI, THAT THE PHRASE "AND THE 
INSTRUCTOR", BE ADDED AT THE END OF ITEM 11.19., (PAGE 4, 
DOCUMENT US-81-5-D12). 


Concern was expressed over the proposed amendment, it being wondered 
how, in the case of multi-sectioned courses where there was a common 
examination, it would be interpreted, or if, in fact, in such a case, it would 
really be necessary to involve the instructor in the consultation. Also, a 
situation might arise where a student has been found not guilty of cheating, 
requests that an examination be set immediately because of a job 
commitment elsewhere, but the instructor happens to be away and we may 
find ourselves in a situation where, because of a strict procedural 
interpretation of the amendment, the whole process must be delayed to the 
detriment of all concerned. 


It was suggested that the phrase "or the person responsible for the course", 
be added to the amendment. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that it might be better to refer the matter to the 
Committee on the Processing of Student Applications and Appeals, which 
could then attempt to come up with an appropriate set of words for the 
proposed amendment. 


In light of the above suggestion, THE MOVER AND SECONDER, 
AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE AMENDMENT. 


Concern was voiced over items 11.5. and 11.6., (page 2, document 
US-81-5-D12), it being noted that under these items, particularly item 

11.6., it was left up to the Registrar to deem whether or not, on the basis of 
the report, cheating has taken place. It was stated that one would like to see 
the person who has corrected the examination, have the opportunity in some 
way, to lay the charge. 


It was agreed that the-above concern be referred to the Committee on the 
Processing of Student Applications and Appeals, for consideration. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY 
DR. DANIEL, THAT THE PHRASE "OR DIVISION", BE DELETED 
FROM ITEM 11.7., CPAGE 2, DOCUMENT -US-81-5-D12). 


It was understood that the amendment only applied to item 11.7., and that 
the phrase "or Division" would remain in any of the other items in which it 
appeared. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
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THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Concerning the date of implementation of the changes to the regulations on 
cheating, plagiarism and academic re-evaluation, (document US-81-5-D12), 
which Senate has just approved, it was proposed that they become effective 
immediately. 


It was wondered whether the intent of the above proposal was that the 
changes would apply to courses which were already in progress,-or would 
they apply only for courses which would begin in the Fall. 


It was explained that since the proposal was that the changes become 
effective immediately, they would apply to courses already in progress, and 
if that was not what Senate had in mind, a motion should be passed that the 
changes become effective beginning in September 1981. 


It was wondered whether, in fact, Senate could change the regulations for 
courses already in progress. It was also argued that the cheating regulations 
were spelled out in the examination booklets, which presumably have 
already been printed and if the proposed changes become effective 
immediately, it would be legally tantamount to telling the students in the 
examination booklets, that one set of regulations was in effect, while at the 
same time, they were bound by a different set of regulations, which have 
just been approved. 


The feeling was expressed that if the changes were implemented 
immediately, we could run into a problem with the whole question of 
retroactivity, particularly with respect to changes to the re-evaluation 
regulations. It was argued that that problem could be eliminated by making 
the changes effective in September. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that if it appeared to be pressing to make the 
changes, they could be made effective immediately, and we could pick up 
the various loose ends that have been mentioned. Otherwise, making the 
changes effective in September would be a good deal neater and more clear 
cut, in many ways. 


It was suggested that the changes could be made effective immediately, with 
a proviso that the courses presently in session, would remain under the 
existing regulations. 


With respect to the above suggestion, it was noted that one of the difficulties 
would be that the Registrar would have a problem in making sure that the 
right set of examination books, with the right set of regulations, is made 
available for different courses where the examinations may, in fact, be 
taking place in roughly the same period. 


It was stated that the aim of the Committee, in bringing the changes to 
Senate at this time, was that they should apply as of September, 1981. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY DR. BREEN, 
THAT THE CHANGES TO THE REGULATIONS REGARDING 
CHEATING, PLAGIARISM AND ACADEMIC RE-EVALUATION, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-5-D12), TAKE EFFECT BEGINNING 
SEPTEMBER 1, 1981, FOR ALL COURSES BEGINNING AFTER 
SEPTEMBER 1, 1981. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


The meeting adjourned at 12:50 p.m. for lunch and reconvened at 2:05 p.m. 
Appointment of the Senate Appeals Committee for 1981/82. 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to the recommendation from the 
Steering Committee concerning nominations to the Senate Appeals 
Committee, (document US-81-5-D13). He noted that nominations included 
provision for an alternate member, in order that it would be possible to 
convene the Appeals Committee during the summer vacation period, should 
it become necessary to do so. 


It was pointed out that another reason for having an alternate member, was 
to cover the possible situation of a conflict of interest which might arise 
because of the involvement of one of the regular members in appeals cases 
at a lower level. 


It was understood that should it become necessary to appoint an alternate 
student member, the alternate was to be appointed by C.U.S.A. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY MR. REVAY, 
THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE SENATE APPEALS 
COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D13), BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


B.G.S. Resolution concerning Foreign Student Fees 


Dean French presented the resolution from the Board of Graduate Studies, 
which recommended that Senate request the Ministry of Education not to 
apply the increased fee to visa students already enrolled in graduate 
programmes,(document US-81-5-D14). He stated that there was ample 
evidence from the documentation which the Rector had made available to 
Senate, (documents US-81-5-D20; US-81-5-D21; US-81-5-D22; and 
US-81-5-D23), that everything that could be done to sway the mind of the 
Minister of Education, has already been ,done and his personal feeling was 
that to follow through on the request from the Board of Graduate Studies 
would almost certainly be futile. He further advised that when B.G*.S. 
passed the resolution, it was unaware of most or all of the events which 
were documented in the material that has just been made available to Senate. 
He stated that before making any motion, he would like to hear a brief 
discussion on whether there was any point in voting on the resolution from 
B.G:S. It was stated that the students have been working very hard, both 
internally and in concert with the Provincial Student Association, in an 


attempt to establish some sort of a campaign against differential fees. It was 
also stated that differential fees, the possibility of cut-backs and E.P.F. 
funding, were all part of a wave that was more and more giving rise to the 
whole basic issue of accessibility to higher education and it was hoped that 
at the special Senate meeting of June 18, 1981, the better part of our 
energies and our discussion would be based on how we can deal with all of 
these issues, both separately and as a unit. It was further stated that one was 
in favour of the B.G.S. resolution, but it was suggested that it should be 
amended to include undergraduate students. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that while we may all have our own opinion as to 
whether or not it was likely to have any impact, he could see no difficulty in 
passing or endorsing the resolution from the Board of Graduate Studies. He 
added however, that since it is recognized that the likelihood of changing the 
Government policy was not really very great, presumably what we were 
involved in was some kind of move with rather broader purposes in mind. 
In that context, the rather simple and easy thing to do, which no one could 
really object to, is to endorse the resolution, send it in a letter to the Minister 
of Education, and be done with it. At the same time, he cautioned that that 
was probably not a move that was g6ing to do any good and moreover, 
doing it in that simplistic way, at least-in his own mind, was mildly 
negative. He stated that it was one thing to put forward to the Minister of 
Education and to the general public, a reasoned position of some kind or 
another on a matter such as this. But simply to say three lines worth, almost 
diminishes the significance of the matter, or at the very least, implies that the 
group that put it out, didn't really bother to pay a great deal of attention to 
the issue. He suggested that Senate's discussion should turn, not so much 
as to whether or not one should endorse the B.G.S. position, but rather to 
the broader question of what it was possible or useful to do, in terms of 
broader concerns. He advised that it was partly for that reason that he has 
tabled the four documents in question, which were ones that were readily 
available, on that issue, to show what has been done. 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the four documents that have been 
made available to the Senate, (documents US-81-5-D20; US81-5-D21; 
US-81-5-D22; US-81-5-D23), concerning the issue of the increase in 
tuition fees for foreign students. 


It was noted that the resolution from B.G.S., (document US-81-5-D14), 
speaks about a concern for students already enrolled in graduate 
programmes and also that it has been suggested that the resolution be 
changed to include undergraduate students presently enrolled in 
programmes. That is, a distinction was being made between students 
already enrolled in the University and differential fees. It was stated that this 
was a legitimate distinction be cause it was very difficult to successfully 
defend the. idea that there should not be differential fees. On the other hand, 
the moment that we accept the fact that there are differential fees, we should 
be prepared to fight for a system for scholarships to help qualified students 
from developing countries who, could benefit from a university education in 
Quebec. It was also argued that it was an injustice to impose differential fees 
on students already enrolled in the University. Senate was further advised 
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that on March 24, 1981, Dr. Breen, 'Vice-Rector, Academic, sent a letter to 
all international students enrolled in the University, both undergraduate and 
graduate, which clearly indicated what the new- regulations would be, but 
which also clearly indicated that Concordia had a special emergency fund 
amounting to one hundred and fourteen thousand dollars, to help needy 
students already enrolled in the University. Senate was also informed that 
the letter, which was in The Thursday Report on March 26 and in The Link 
on March 27, requested students to submit application for financial 
assistance by May 15, 1981, but, as of May 28, 1981, only one hundred 
and twenty-two of the thirteen hundred international students enrolled at 
Concordia, had submitted application for assistance. One could interpret this 
to mean that there were only one hundred and twenty-two needy 
international students at this University, and the feeling was expressed that 
if that was the limit, then we were not going to have too serious a problem 
at Concordia. It was stated that on the other hand, it might turn out in 
September, that there were many more international students who, through 
unforeseen difficulties, find themselves in the situation of not being able to 
cope with the increase in fees. Consequently, one would much prefer to 
wait until we know what the real situation is in August or September, before 
making a submission to the Provincial authorities. 


Concerning the low number of applications for financial assistance that have 
been submitted, it was stated that a partial explanation could be that many 
foreign students might be attempting to compress a three year programme 
into two and one half years, by enrolling in extra courses during the present 
Summer term, thereby reducing their living costs for the coming year. It 
was suggested that this should be looked into. 


It was suggested that the item be tabled, it being noted that what was being 
requested by B.G.S. has, in fact, already been done by F.A.P.U.Q. and the 
Council of Universities; that the remarks and the statistics concerning the 
applications for the emergency funds were significant; and that the 
discussion will ensure that Senate's concern will be noted in the record. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FREXCH., SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT THE ITEM BE TABLED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Annual Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee 


In presenting the Annual Report from the Priorities and Resource Allocation 
Committee, (document US-81-5-D15), Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention 
to the "Guide to the Financing of the University for 1979/80", which was 
attached. 


He explained that the document was the 1979/80 budget, presented in a 
form that was worked out a year ago in the hope that it would make the 
basic structure of the University budget more comprehensible. Although the 
figures were those of a year ago, he doubted that the overall pattern of 
spending has changed that much in the course of a year and consequently, 
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Senators should find the document valid as a basic picture of the pattern of 
where the University money goes. He also advised that it was hoped that 
the equivalent document for 19.80/81,could be produced and tabled earlier 
in the season, the next time around. He explained that the Report was being 
presented to Senate for information. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY PROF. CURNEW, 
THAT THE ANNUAL REPORT FROM THE PRIORITIES AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION CONMITTEE, CDOCUMENT 
US-81-5-D15), BE RECEIVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Proposal concerning Evaluation of Programmes 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the proposal concerning Evaluation of 
Programmes, (document US-81-5-D16), was an important one and it was 
the wish of the Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee that it be 
tabled before Senate at this time and that it be discussed in the Fall. He 
stated that the document will be placed on the Senate agenda in the Fall and 
he would commend it to the attention of Senators as a document that 
proposes quite a significant innovation in our procedures. He explained that 
basically it was a proposal to create an internal system for the evaluation of 
undergraduate programmes. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CURNEW, THAT THE PROPOSAL CONCERNING THE 
EVALUATION OF PROGRANNES, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D16), BE 
TABLED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


U.C.C.C. Report on Cross-Faculty Programmes and Registration 
(Undergraduate) 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the U.C.C.C. Report on 
Cross-Faculty Programmes and Registration, (document US-815-D17). 
With respect to the Recommendations in section C., of the Report, he 
advised that most of these constituted a framework for operation rather than, 
in particular, a set of academic regulations. However, he felt that it would 
be helpful for Senate to pronounce itself on the recommendations, so that 
those things which require implementation could be done. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT THE GENERAL PRINCIPLES OUTLINED IN 
SECTION C.I. OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS, CPAGES 4 AND 5, 
DOCUMENT US-81-5-D17), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning item C.1.4., Prof. Whitelaw advised 
that the notation that a student had completed the requirements for a second 
major, would appear on the transcript rather than on the degree, since at the 
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moment, nothing other than Honours programmes was mentioned on the 
degree itself. In response to a concern expressed over the absence of a 
statement in the Calendar on the matter of double majors, Prof. Whitelaw 
explained that there was a problem related to double majors between 
Faculties, in that the whole question of double majors within Faculties has 
not yet been settled. Consequently, any entries in the Calendar would be 
contingent upon proposals contained in the U.C.C.C. Report on Guidelines 
concerning Undergraduate programmes of Concentration, (document 
US-81-5-D18), which was the next item on the agenda. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


With respect to the Specific Recommendations contained in Section C.2., 
(pages 5 and 6, document US-81-5-D17),, Prof. Whitelaw explained that 
these were almost exclusively administrative in nature and that some of 
them, for example item C.2.5., presupposed things that were still to 
happen. He further stated that many of the recommendations were 
informational and consequently they could be implemented at this time. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT THE SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS IN SECTION 
C.2., OF THE REPORT FROM U.C.C.C., (PAGES 5 AND 6, 
DOCUMENT BE APPROVED. 


It was stated that the intent of the Specific Recommendations seemed to be 
fairly clear, but it was wondered how, operationally, we would ensure that 
the Calendar content would include such notes as necessary to inform 
students that a number of courses or programmes could be taken in other 
Faculties. That is, who would be responsible for seeing that that in fact gets 
done. 


In response to the above, Prof. Whitelaw explained that probably this was 
the kind of thing that U.C.C.C. would work out, since the various 
individuals responsible for the calendar, were members of that Committee. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Guidelines concerning Undergraduate Programmes of Concentration 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Guidelines concerning 
Undergraduate Programmes of Concentration, (document US-81-5-D 18). 
He advised that the intent of U.C.C.C. was that the document be forwarded 
to the various Faculty Councils for study and response as soon as possible. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY DR. 
DANIEL, THAT THE U.C.C.C. REPORT ON GUIDELINES 
CONCERNING UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMMES OF 
CONCENTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-81-5-D18), BE TABLED AND 
THAT THE DOCUMENT BE FORWARDED TO THE VARIOUS 
FACULTY COUNCILS, WITH A REQUEST THAT REACTION BE 
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SUBMITTED IN TIME FOR THE SPECIAL CURRICULUM CHANGE 
MEETING OF SENATE IN OCTOBER, 1981. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Revision of the Membership of the Arts and Science Faculty Council 


Dean Taddeo, in presenting the proposed Revisions to the Membership of 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council, (document US-81-5-D19), advised 
that these were being brought to Senate with the hope that the other Faculty 
Councils would reciprocate in kind. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY DR. SINGER, 
THAT THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE 
ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-5-D19), BE APPROVED AND FORWARDED TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


It was noted that the Council of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, in fact, already included voting members from the Faculty 
of Arts and Science. 

THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 

Next meeting 


It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:30 p.m., 
Thursday, June 18, 1981, in room AD-128, Loyola Campus. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 2:55 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


